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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission dated April 20, 
2009 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 1,2,6,8,9,11-13, and 1 7-20 remain pending in the application. Claims 
1, 6, 9, 11, and 17-20 are currently amended. Claims 3-5, 7, 10, and 14-16 have been 
canceled. No new claims have been added. 

Response to Arguments 

3. With regard to applicants' remarks dated April 20, 2009: 

regarding objection to the specification and the rejection of claims 1,2,6, 8, 9, 
11-13, and 1 7-20 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement, applicants' arguments have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
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Regarding the rejection of claims 1,6,9, 11, 17, and 1 8 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, 
second paragraph, applicants' amendment and arguments have been fully considered 
and are sufficient. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1 , 2, 6, 8, 1 7, and 1 9 under 35 U.S.C. 1 01 , 
applicants' amendments and arguments have been fully considered and are sufficient. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 

As to any arguments not specifically addressed, they are the same as those 
discussed above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 , 6, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being anticipated by 
Marchand (US Patent 6,714,515 B1). 

As to claim 1 , the preamble has been given patentable weight since the claim 
body refers back to the preamble. See "the communications network" as lines 1-2. 

As to claim 1, Marchand shows an apparatus that establishes services that utilize 



policy-enabled resources in a communications network (Fig. 3), comprising: 
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a first policy enforcement point (PEP) residing on a network element of the 
communications network [edge router (11)] (Fig. 1) that performs identification of policy- 
enabled resources that are available and allocates requested policy-enabled resources 
to services (col. 5 lines 13-17); 

a first network resource controller (NRC) within a domain on the communications 
network [Bandwidth Broker (BB)] (Fig. 3) that makes requests, from available policy- 
enabled resources, of any policy-enabled resources within a first domain required to 
establish a particular service (col. 4 lines 17-21), the requests from the available policy- 
enabled resources being separate from the identification of the policy-enabled 
resources [the functionality of PEP is separate from the functionality of BB]; and 

a first resource policy layer (RPL) that establishes the particular service [intra- 
domain interface toward an edge router (37)] (col. 4 lines 15-17) and provisions the 
policy-enabled resources allocated to the particular service, said first resource policy 
layer including a first policy decision point (PDP) [intra-domain interface (37) is part of 
BB (31 ) that functions as a PDP of that domain] (col. 5 lines 1 8-40), wherein: 

said first NRC acts as a trusted entity that initiates an association between said 
first PEP and said first PDP [BB (31 ) is in communication with the edge router (1 1 ) in 
that domain] (Fig. 3; col. 4 lines 7-21 ), 

said first PDP provides said first PEP with policies upon establishment of said 
association between said first PEP and first PDP (col. 5 lines 18-25), and 

when said first NRC requires resources from a second domain outside the first 
domain, said first NRC signals a request to a second NRC in said second domain [inter- 
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domain interface (36) enables the BB to communicate with BBs in adjacent domains] 
(col. 7 lines 13-18), which acts as the trusted entity that initiates an association between 
a second PEP in said second domain [edge router in adjacent domain] and said first 
PDP [BB in the first domain establishes communication with the edge router in adjacent 
domain through the BB in said adjacent domain] (col. 7 lines 13-18), said first PDP 
providing said second PEP with the policies upon establishment of said association 
between said second PEP and said first PDP (col. 7 lines 13-20). 

As to claim 6, Marchand shows a second RPL associated with the second 
domain [intra-domain interface of an adjacent BB] (Fig. 3) comprising the second PEP 
[adjacent domain comprises edge routers belonging to that domain]. 

As to claim 9, Marchand shows: 

identifying, at a first policy enforcement point (PEP) [edge router (11)] (Fig. 1), 
policy-enabled resources within a first domain that are available and allocating 
requested policy-enabled resources to services (col. 5 lines 13-17); 

requesting, from available policy-enabled resources at a first network resource 
controller (NRC) [Bandwidth Broker (BB)] (Fig. 3) any policy-enabled resources required 
to establish a particular service (col. 4 lines 17-21), the requesting step being separate 
from the identifying step [the functionality of PEP is separate from the functionality of 
BB]; 
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establishing the particular service with a first resource policy layer (RPL) [intra- 
domain interface toward an edge router (37)] (col. 4 lines 15-17); and 

provisioning, to the established service, the policy-enabled resources allocated to 
the established service, said first resource policy layer including a first policy decision 
point (PDP) [intra-domain interface (37) is part of BB (31) that functions as a PDP of 
that domain] (col. 5 lines 18-40), wherein: 

said first NRC acts as a trusted entity that initiates an association between said 
first PEP and said first PDP [BB (31 ) is in communication with the edge router (1 1 ) in 
that domain] (Fig. 3; col. 4 lines 7-21 ), 

said first PDP provides said first PEP with policies upon establishment of said 
association between said first PEP and said first PDP (col. 5 lines 18-25), and 

when said first NRC requires resources from a second domain outside the first 
domain, said first NRC signals a request to a second NRC in said second domain [inter- 
domain interface (36) enables the BB to communicate with BBs in adjacent domains] 
(col. 7 lines 13-18), which acts as the trusted entity that initiates an association between 
a second PEP in said second domain [edge router in adjacent domain] and said first 
PDP [BB in the first domain establishes communication with the edge router in adjacent 
domain through the BB in said adjacent domain] (col. 7 lines 13-18), said first PDP 
providing said second PEP with the policies upon establishment of said association 
between said second PEP and said first PDP (col. 7 lines 13-20). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 11-13, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marchand in view of Williams et al. (US Patent 7,246,1 65 B2). 

As to claim 2, Marchand shows all the elements except for said first PEP 
comprising a plurality of virtual PEPs, each virtual PEP being associated to a respective 
service. 

Williams shows that said first PEP [GGSN 16] comprising a plurality of virtual 
PEPs [virtual GGSNs 20] (Fig. 8), each virtual PEP being associated to a respective 
service [each virtual GGSN working towards a separate P-CSCF/PCF] (col. 6 line 60 to 
col. 7 line 32). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the apparatus of Marchand by having said first PEP comprise a 
plurality of virtual PEPs, each PEP being associated to a respective service in order to 
enable decisions to be communicated from multiple PDP nodes to a single PEP without 
a conflict resulting at the PEP (col. 4 lines 25-29 in Williams). 

As to claim 1 1 , Marchand shows all the elements except for virtual PEPs of the 
first PEP are provisioned to provide resource services. 
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Williams shows that virtual PEPs [virtual GGSNs 20] (Fig. 8) of the first PEP 
[GGSN 16] are provisioned to provide resource services [each virtual GGSN working 
towards a separate P-CSCF/PCF] (col. 6 line 60 to col. 7 line 32). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Marchand by having virtual PEPs of the first PEP 
being provisioned to provide resource services in order to enable decisions to be 
communicated from multiple PDP nodes to a single PEP without a conflict resulting at 
the PEP (col. 4 lines 25-29 in Williams). 

As to claim 12, Marchand in view of Williams shows that the virtual PEPs are 
provisioned to provide services in said second domain (col. 6 line 60 to col. 7 line 32 in 
Williams). 

As to claim 13, Marchand in view of Williams shows that said first PEP and said 
second PEP are provisioned with the same service by said first PDP (col. 7 lines 12-20 
in Marchand). 

As to claims 1 7 and 18, Marchand shows all the elements except for the first 
PEP and the second PEP being virtual PEPs created upon request for a particular 
service by one of the first NRC and the second NRC. 

Williams shows that the first PEP and the second PEP are virtual PEPs [virtual 
GGSNs 20] (Fig. 8) that are created upon request for a particular service [v-GGSNs 20 
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are created when the users are actually connected and the PCF they are working 
towards is identified] (col. 7 lines 5-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the apparatus and method of Marchand by having the first PEP and 
the second PEP being virtual PEPs created upon request for a particular service by one 
of the first NRC and the second NRC of Marchand in order to enable decisions to be 
communicated from multiple PDP nodes to a single PEP without a conflict resulting at 
the PEP (col. 4 lines 25-29 in Williams). 

As to claim 19, the preamble has been given patentable weight since the claim 
body refers back to the preamble. See "the communications network" as lines 1-2. 

As to claim 19, Marchand shows an apparatus that establishes services that 
utilize policy-enabled resources in a communications network (Fig. 3), comprising: 

a first network resource controller (NRC) within a domain on the communications 
network [Bandwidth Broker (BB)] (Fig. 3), said first NRC requesting, from available 
policy-enabled resources, of any policy-enabled resources required to establish a 
particular service (col. 4 lines 17-21); 

a first policy enforcement point (PEP) residing on a network element of the 
communications network [edge router (11)] (Fig. 1), said PEP identifying policy-enabled 
resources that are available and allocating requested policy-enabled resources to the 
particular service (col. 5 lines 13-17); 
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a resource policy layer (RPL) that establishes the particular service [intra-domain 
interface toward an edge router (37)] (col. 4 lines 15-17) and includes a policy decision 
point (PDP) [intra-domain interface (37) is part of BB (31) that functions as a PDP of 
that domain] (col. 5 lines 18-40), wherein the PEP is provided with information to 
contact the PDP of the RPL in order to provision the policy-enabled resources allocated 
to the particular service (col. 5 lines 18-25). 

Marchand does not show that the first PEP is a virtual PEP that is created upon 
requesting the particular service. 

Williams shows that the first PEP is a virtual PEP [virtual GGSN 20] (Fig. 8) that 
is created upon requesting the particular service [v-GGSN 20 is created when the users 
are actually connected and the PCF they are working towards is identified] (col. 7 lines 
5-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the apparatus of Marchand by having the first PEP being a virtual 
PEP that is created upon requesting the particular service in order to enable decisions 
to be communicated from multiple PDP nodes to a single PEP without a conflict 
resulting at the PEP (col. 4 lines 25-29 in Williams). 

As to claim 20, Marchand shows: 

requesting, from available policy-enabled resources at a first network resource 
controller (NRC) [Bandwidth Broker (BB)] (Fig. 3), any policy-enabled resources 
required to establish a particular service (col. 4 lines 17-21); 
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identifying, at a first policy enforcement point (PEP) [edge router (11)] (Fig. 1), 
policy-enabled resources that are available and allocating requested policy-enabled 
resources to the particular service (col. 5 lines 13-17); 

providing the PEP with information to contact a policy decision point (PDP) [intra- 
domain interface (37) is part of BB (31 ) that functions as a PDP of that domain] (col. 5 
lines 18-40) of a resource policy layer (RPL) [intra-domain interface toward an edge 
router (37)] (col. 4 lines 15-17); 

establishing the particular service with a first resource policy layer (RPL) [intra- 
domain interface toward an edge router (37)] (col. 4 lines 15-17); and 

provisioning, to the established service, the policy-enabled resources allocated to 
the particular service (col. 5 lines 18-25). 

Marchand does not show that the first PEP is a virtual PEP that is created upon 
requesting the particular service. 

Williams shows that the first PEP is a virtual PEP [virtual GGSN 20] (Fig. 8) that 
is created upon requesting the particular service [v-GGSN 20 is created when the users 
are actually connected and the PCF they are working towards is identified] (col. 7 lines 
5-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the method of Marchand by having the first PEP being a virtual PEP 
that is created upon requesting the particular service in order to enable decisions to be 
communicated from multiple PDP nodes to a single PEP without a conflict resulting at 
the PEP (col. 4 lines 25-29 in Williams). 
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8. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marchand 
in view of Chan et al. (RFC 3084 COPS Usage for Policy Provisioning (COPS-PR) by 
Network Working Group). It is noted that this document was first cited by examiner in 
communication dated 05/01/07. See form PTO-892. 

As to claim 8, Marchand shows all the elements except for resource capability 
information descriptors being used for resource discovery and policy provisioning. 

Chan shows that resource capability information descriptors [REQ and DEC 
messages] are used for resource discovery and policy provisioning (page 3, COPS 
provisioning model, sections 3.1 and 3.2 REQ and DEC, pages 7-9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the apparatus of Marchand by having resource capability information 
descriptors used for resource discovery and policy provisioning in order to utilize COPS 
protocol for policy outsourcing and policy provisioning in communication between 
entities (col. 5 line 65 to col. 6 line 6 in Marchand). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to OLEG SURVILLO whose telephone number is 
(571)272-9691 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8:30am - 6:00pm; F 
8:30am - 5:00pm EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on 571-272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Examiner: Oleg Survillo 
Phone: 571-272-9691 



/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2442 



